NAVAL FORCES ON GREAT LAKES: INTERPRE-
TATION OF RUSH-BAGOT AGREEMENT
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61 Stat. 4077 ; Treaties and Other
International Acts Series 1836

The Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs to the American Minister

DEPARTMENT OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
CANADA

OTtrAawa, October 30, 1940

My pear MRr. MorFaT:

May I refer to your predecessor’s letter of June 9, 1939, and to my letter
to Mr. Roper of the 10th June of the same year * concerning certain ques-
tions raised by the United States Navy Department regarding the Rush-Bagot
Agreement of 1817.2

2. At that time it was recognized that there were certain measures which
were mutually considered to be practically necessary or desirable and, at the
same time, to be consistent with the underlying objective of the Rush-Bagot
Agreement, though not strictly consistent with its technical scheme or defi-
nitions. In various instances of this character which had occurred in the past,
the two Governments had concurred and made appropriate dispositions by
means of correspondence. It was also agreed that such a procedure, which
appeared to be essentially inherent in the underlying spirit and objective of
the Agreement, should be pursued as regards any new practical measures,
concerning naval vessels on the Great Lakes, which might be contemplated.

3. Certain special questions including “number and size of the vessels”,
“disposition of the vessels”, “functions of the vessels”, and “armaments” were
discussed and dealt with in the correspondence. A further particular ques-

1TIAS 1836, ante, p. 149.
* TS 110%4, post, UNITED KINGDOM.
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tion was also raised, namely, the construction of naval vessels in shipyards
situated on the Great Lakes. The practice and procedure that should be
followed in the case of such construction was formulated along lines that
met with the approval of the two Governments.

4. The practice that was then approved included the following elements:

(a) That each Government should provide the other with full informa-
tion concerning any naval vessels to be constructed in Great Lakes ports prior
to the commencement of construction.

(b) That such vessels should be removed from the Lakes upon their
completion.

(c) That no armaments whatever should be installed until the vessels
reached the seaboard.

5. A new aspect of this question has arisen owing to the congestion at
the Atlantic seaboard ship-yards and it is the desire of the Canadian Govern-
ment to have the vessels in the most complete form practicable while still on
the Great Lakes. This might involve equipment with gun mounts and with
guns which would be so dismantled as to be incapable of immediate use so
long as the vessels remained in the Great Lakes.

6. It is therefore suggested that a further interpretation of the Rush-
Bagot Agreement might be made in conformity with the basic intent of the
Agreement that important naval vessels should not be built for service on
the Great Lakes. This would involve recognition that armament might be
installed on naval vessels constructed on the Great Lakes provided that:

(a) The vessels are not intended for service on the Great Lakes;

(b) Prior to commencement of construction, each Government furnish
the other with full information concerning any vessel to be constructed at
Great Lakes ports;

(c) The armaments of the vessels are placed in such condition as to be
incapable of immediate use while the vessels remain in the Great Lakes; and

(d) The vessels are promptly removed from the Great Lakes upon
completion.

I should be grateful if you would let me know, in due course, whether the
above suggestion commends itself to your Government,
Yourssincerely,

O. D. SkerTON

The Honourable PrerrREPONT MOFFAT,
United States Minister to Canada,
United States Legation,
Ottawa
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The American Minister to the Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

AMERICAN LEGATION
Ottawa, Canada, November 2, 1940

My DEAR DR. SKELTON:

I have received your letter of October 30, 1940, in which, after referring
to Mr. Roper’s letter to you of June 9, 1939, and to your reply to him of
June 10, 1939, concerning certain questions regarding the interpretation of
the Rush-Bagot Agreement of 1817, you comment on the previous practice
in this regard, in the light of modern conditions of naval construction, and
make the suggestion that a further interpretation of the Rush-Bagot Agree-
ment might be made in conformity with the intent of the Agreement that
important naval vessels should not be built for service on the Great Lakes.
This would involve recognition that armament might be installed on naval
vessels constructed on the Great Lakes provided that:

(a) The vessels are not intended for service on the Great Lakes;

(b) Prior to commencement of construction, each Government furnish
the other with full information concerning any vessel to be constructed at
Great Lakes ports;

(¢) The armaments of the vessels are placed in such condition as to
be incapable of immediate use while the vessels remain in the Great Lakes;
and

(d) The vessels are promptly removed from the Great Lakes upon
completion.

In reply, I am authorized to inform you that the United States Govern-
ment agrees to this further interpretation of the Rush-Bagot Agreement.
Sincerely yours,

PIERREPONT MOFFAT

Dr. O. D. SkeLTON,
Under-Secretary of State
for External Affairs,

Ottawa.



